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ThB MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH{S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). / 

Status 1 

1 Responsive to communication(s) filed on RCE (18 Nov 05)/ Amend (05 Oct 05) . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomial matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under £x parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 0 Claim(s) 1-6,8-12.14-21,23-27 and 29-32 is/are pending In the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6M Claim(s) 1-6,8-12. 14-21,23-27 and 29-32 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or fonm PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(aHd) or (f). 
aO All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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3) IZI Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

I . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR L 1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Apphcant's submission filed on 05 Oct 05 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 05 Oct 05 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

a) Applicant states that the structured difference is a more complicated method of 
generating field difference signals than a simple subtraction of pixel values. The structured 
difference generator is controlled by rules and user-defined thresholds that are used for deciding 
the types of image structure that are present. Applicant states that Rao does not suggest 
structural difference signals that indicate structural information as the terms are understood to a 
person of reasonable skill in the art. 

b) Applicant states that although Rao detects whether an incoming signal is progressive 
or interlaced and modifies the signal appropriately, it does not disclose a programmable or user 
defined threshold. 
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c) Applicant states that Wredenhagen, 20020054236 does not disclose quantizing occurs 
against a series of programmable thresholds or how many (not necessarily which ones) of the 
quantized differences exceeds a predetermined threshold. 

d) Applicant traverses examiner's "OFFICIAL NOTICE" pertaining to the detection of 
logos/text or subtitles in an image. 

Examiner^s Response 

a) The examiner disagrees. As stated in the rejection, given the broadest interpretation 
of the claimed invention "structured difference signals indicative of structural information" 
where input processor 102 (Fig 3) of Rao (col 12, line 42-54) provides information relating to the 
field/frame and the odd/even polarity of the fields, thus providing the difference between 
frames/fields and the information indicative of the information (structure) of the signal. 

b) The examiner disagrees. Initially it is noted that "user defined threshold" is not 
recited in the claims. The recitation of programmable threshold is still met by Rao, since Rao is 
able to ascertain based upon the input signals received, where the thresholds would have to vary 
in order to determine different type signals, and in order to generate the appropriate side channel 
information to select the appropriate vertical filter. If the thresholds didn't vary, the side channel 
information and vertical filters would remain identical for all input signals, which is clearly 
contrary to Rao's invention. 

c) The examiner disagrees. Specifically (para 79-105) of Wredenhagen discloses 
quantizing occurs against programmable thresholds and if the differences exceed the threshold. 
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d) The examiner relies on previously incorporated Kuwano, US 6,366,699 which 
discloses the detection of telop characters (telop detection unit 2, Fig 1,2). This subject matter is 
also disclosed by Wredenhagen in the detection of subtitles. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2a. Claims 1, 4, 6, 8, 12, 18-19, 21,23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Rao et al, US 5,828,786. 

In considering claims 1, 4, 6, 8, 12, 18-19, 21, 23, 27, 

a) 4he claimed a signal generator.,, is met by input processor 102 (Fig 3) which generates signals 
from the received camera 101. 

b) the claimed a plurality of pattern detection state machines... is met by video stream analyzer 
300 (Fig 3) which includes controller 402 (Fig 4a) which includes a plurality of state machines 
(Fig 5a/b) which detects the input signal (Appendix) and varies the output according to the 
display mode, where a variety of conversions between inputs/outputs can be provided 
(Appendix). The claimed preset threshold is met by the type of input and the desired output. 

c) the claimed an arbiter state machine coupled... is met by video stream analyzer 300 which 
includes a statistical analyzer 401, reordering memory 403 both coupled to controller 402 (Fig 
4A). 
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Regarding the detection of motion, Rao discloses that video stream analyzer detects the 
amount of motion in the received signal in order to determine whether field or fi-ame filtering 
should be performed (col 13, line 4-21). 

Claim RejectionS'35 USC§103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3a. Claims 2-3, 5 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rao 

etal.,US 5,828,786. 

Considering claim 2, 

Rao discloses the elimination duplicate fields in order to improve video signal for 
compression. 

However, a deinterlacing algorithm which ignores redundant fields and deinterlaces by 
meshing is conventional in the art, as disclosed by applicant's admitted prior art AAPA (page 8, 
para 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention Rao which discloses the removal of redundant fields in order to improve conq)ression, 
with AAPA by using a conventional technique which ignores the redundant fields in order to 
deinterlace the signal by meshing, which can be provide the user a suitable uncompressed 
deinterlaced signal. 
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Considering claim 3, 

As disclosed above, based upon video stream analyzer 300 and what type of signals are 
detected and the desired output determines the deinterlacing algorithni 
Considering claims 5 and 20, 

Rao does not explicitly recite the detection of a 2:2 pulldown pattern. However, Rao 
does disclose the use of 3:2 pulldown with the conventional NTSC signal. 

The use of a 2:2 pulldown is performed when using the PAL signal, as disclosed by 

AAPA. 

Thus, based upon the type of signal received (i.e. geographic location US is NTSC, 
overseas PAL), would determine whether to perform a 3:2 or 2:2 pulldown. 

3b. Claims 9-11, 14-17, 24-26 and 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rao et al., US 5,828,786 in view of Wredenhagen, 20020054236. 
In considering claims 9-1 1 and 24-26, 

Rao discloses the performance of motion compensation and also discloses that 
conventional motion compensation prediction is performed in the encoding process. 

However, Rao does not expUcitly recite how the motion is computed and the 
compensation performed based on the computed motion. 

Conventional motion compensation is performed in an image in order to ascertain the 
differences (if any) between frames/fields of an image and whether there is motion in an image 
or artifacts which appears as differences between the detected frames/fields. 
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Thus the examiner incorporates Wredenhagen, 20020054236 (para 79-105) regarding a 
system which performs motion compensation by calculating differences between pixels in a 
field, quantizing the differences and determining whether the differences exceed a threshold. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Rao which discloses image conversion from a received input format into a 
desired output performed, where Rao performs motion compensation and also ehminates any 
redundant fields to aid in the con:5)ression process, with Wredenhagen by also performing 
conventional motion compensation in order to even further reduce the size of the signal by 
eliminating those blocks/pixels in a field/frame which stay the same (no motion). 

In considering claims 14-17, and 29-32, 

Rao discloses a system which aids the encoder in the compression process by removing 
redundant/repeated fields, detecting scene cuts and mixed field frames. 

However, Rao does not explicitly recite the detection of subtitles. 

It is also conventional in the art to detect logos/text/subtitles in an image, since the 
addition of such items typically occur after the video frame has been created. This additional 
information would then produce unwanted effects, if not detected or removed from the video 
signal, since the detection between field/frames are based upon the video not the added items. 

Wredenhagen does disclose the detection of subtitles (para 84). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Rao, which discloses a system which receives a variety of input signals and 
provides a variety output signals, and also detects within the received signal repeated fields, 
scene cuts and mixed field frames in order to provide an ideally compressed signal with 
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Wredenhagen, by also detecting the additional information included in a signal, since the 
additional information is typically not part of the original signal and thus would preferably be 
detected/removed. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure — see newly cited references on attached form PTO-892. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this cornmunication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian Yenke whose telephone number is (571) 272-7359. The 
examiner work schedule is Monday-Thursday, 0730- 1 830 hrs. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
Supervisor, John W. Miller, can be reached at (571)272-7353. 
Any response to this action sliould be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

or faxed to: 

(571)273-8300 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose 
telephone number is (703)305-HELP. 
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General information about patents, trademarks, products and services offered by 
the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), and other related information is 
available by contacting the USPTO's General Information Services Division at: 

800-PTO-9199 or 703-308-HELP 

(FAX) 703-305-7786 

(TDD) 703-305-7785 

An automated message system is available 7 days a week, 24 hours a day 
providing informational responses to frequently asked questions and the ability to order 
certain documents. Customer service representatives are available to answer questions, 
send materials or connect customers with other offices of the USPTO from 8:30 a.m. - 
8:00p.m. EST/EDT, Monday-Friday excluding federal hoKdays. 

For other technical patent information needs, the Patent Assistance Center can be 
reached through customer service representatives at the above numbers, Monday through 
Friday (except federal holidays) from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. EST/EDT. 

The Patent Electronic Business Center (EEC) allows USPTO customers to 
retrieve data, check the status of pending actions, and submit information and 
applications. The tools currently available in the Patent EEC are Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) and the Electronic Filing System (EFS). 
PAIR (http://pair.uspto.gov) provides customers direct secure access to their own patent 

application status information, as well as to general patent information publicly 
available. EFS allows customers to electronically file patent apphcation documents 
securely via the Internet. EFS is a system for submitting new utility patent apphcations 
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and pre-grant publication submissions in electronic publication-ready form EFS 
includes software to help customers prepare submissions in extensible Markup Language 
(XML) format and to assemble the various parts of the application as an electronic 
submission package. EFS also allows the submission of Computer Readable Format 
(CRF) sequence listings for pending biotechnology patent appUcations, which were filed 
in paper form. "^'Sr^--^ ^ 
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